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inscheduled and occurred between 8 a.m. and 4 p.m.' RP1 119-

1

At the time, DO " C policy did not require scheduled visits in these
circumstances, but since this time, the policy changed to require a
scheduled visit after two unsuccessful attempts. RP1 111-1
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check" on Mr. Lewis' residence. RP1 74. She spoke with Ms.
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Mr. Lewis had been sentenced in King County on an unrelated
charge and taken into custody on April 13, 2010. RIP1 80, RP2 231.
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1 THE TRIAL COURT ERRED BY PERMITTING THREE STATE'S

VV|TNES8B5 TO TEST TO THEIR "OPINION" ON THE ULTIMATE

ISSUE ON THE CASE AND ONE STATE'S WITNESS T0 TESTIFY TO

HER BELIEF THAT ANOTHER WITNESS AND THE DEFENDANT WERE
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